REMARKS 

Claims 2, 15, 47, 52-57, 59, and 72-79 have been cancelled; therefore. Claims 1, 
3-14, 16-46, 48-51, 58, and 60-71 are currently pending in application Serial No. 
09/679,119. 

An issue of public use or on sale activity has been raised in this application. In 
order for the Examiner properly consider patentability of the claimed invention under 35 
use 102(b), additional information regarding the issue is required as follows: any 
additional disclosures Roger Hoffman made about the subject matter contained in the 
cited reference, and any public use of the conceptual matter. 

Applicant states that there was no public use or on sale activity relating to the 
patent application and claims thereof prior to the filing of the application. 

Claims 1, 3-14, 16-46, 48-51, 58 and 60-71 are rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Hoffman (Hoffman, Roger, "Small tonnage increases examined by 
medium mill for cost-effectiveness." Pulp & Paper, September 1980). 

As per independent Claims 1, 17, 21, 30, 33, 49, 60, 61, the inventor (Roger 
Hoffman), disclosed the business method to include: controlling the operating speed of 
a continuous process manufadurlng facility (Incremental efficiency concept deals with 
the efficiency associated with incremental changes in machine speed) comprising the 
steps of: determining a current operating speed of said continuous process 
manufacturing facility (current efficiency - machine speed is a factor of efficiency); 
determining a desired operating speed (optimal efficiency), the desired operating speed 
dependent on at least one economic variable that varies depending on the operating 
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speed (Energy Costs - see Fig. 3); comparing said current operating speed to said 
desired operating speed (Fig. 3, comparing efficiencies); adjusting said current 
operating speed in response to said determination (operator would choose efficiency 
which produces best production with lowest cost - see Fig. 3). 

Amended Claim 1 requires that the speed be adjusted by directly controlling the 
machine drive and that the operating speed be adjusted either positively or negatively. 
The prior art article cited by the Examiner relates to high energy requirements as stated 
in the abstract and further relates to minimizing energy consumed per ton of product 
produced. Page 1, column 1, further discusses the "energy hogs" examples being 
steam showers, ventilation system and vacuum pumps. The energy intensive nature of 
this "add on" equipment becomes increasingly apparent as production rates rise. 
Column 2 of page 1 describes the Green Bay Packaging Mill as having two steam 
showers. It further discusses the amount of energy required to operate these steam 
showers. Column 2 further discusses similar situations with the ventilation system and 
the wet end vacuum system. 

Column 2 further states that the energy required to produce a given tonnage 
from a given machine is inversely related to machine efficiency. The article states that 
Fig. 3 shows that the slower machine can be run for a given production rate, the lower 
the energy cost will be. 

The article gives an example of changing a paper machine system, by use of 
steam showers and more vacuum which would result in an increase in machine speed 
of 5% and that would lower machine efficiency from 95 to 93%, the incremental 
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efficiency can be visualized as the combined efficiency of separate machines. On page 
2, Column 1, it states that by utilizing the steam showers resulted in a 5% increase in 
machine speed. The additional steam required takes into account the fact that the 
steam shows operate during non-productive periods, when there is a break. Fig. 3 
which is cited by the Examiner as teaching the claims only shows energy versus 
average production at different efficiencies. 

The prior art article does not teach adjusting directly by control of the machine 
drive, the current operating speed. What the article suggests is the use or non-use of a 
steam shower. Further, the article only teaches adjusting the speed in a negative way 
and not in a positive way. Further, the prior art article does not determine a current 
operating speed, nor does it determine a desired operating speed, nor is there a 
comparison between the current operating speed and the desired operating speed. For 
all of these reasons. Claim 1 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

Regarding Claim 17, the prior art article does not teach obtaining the current 
economic efficiency of a facility. Further, there is no input of information on business 
transactions that effect the economic variables. The article does not teach computing 
the economic of the facility with a proposed transaction leaving the remaining variables 
constant. Further, there is nothing in the article which teaches displaying this 
information to an end user. Fig. 3 as cited by the Examiner only shows a graph of 
energy versus average production it does not teach the steps required in Claim 17. 
Therefore, Claim 17 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 
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With regards to Claim 21, the prior art article does not teach a means for 
determining a current operating speed, the desired operating speed, and a means for 
comparing the current operating speed to the desired operating speed. Further, since 
the article at best only teaches the use and non-use of additional parts such as steam 
showers or vacuum, it cannot and does not teach adjusting directly by control of the 
steam drive, the current speed, positive or negative in response to the comparison. 
Therefore, Claim 21 Is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

Regarding Claim 30, the prior art does not teach means for obtaining the current 
economic efficiency of a facility. It further does not teach means for inputting 
information on the business transactions that effect economic variables and means for 
computing the economic efficiency of the facility with the proposed transaction leaving 
the remaining variables constant. Lastly, the prior art article does not teach a means 
for displaying this information to an end user. Fig. 3 does not show any means 
whatsoever but shows a graph comparing energy versus average production, there are 
no computations in this for computing economic efficiencies of a facility. Therefore, 
Claim 30 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

Claim 33 requires a computer readable program code for receiving as an 
economic Input at least one economic variable that varies depending on operating 
speed. It further requires a computer readable program code means for determining a 
desired speed. The computer readable code further must output at optimal speed and 
this optimal speed must be inputted into the manufacturing facility In conjunction with a 
computer system. The prior art article first of all does not teach a computer readable 
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program code means. Further, the prior art article does not determine the desired 
speeds and optimal speeds nor does it teach inputting the optimal speed into the facility 
with a computer system. Therefore, Claim 33 is not anticipated or obvious over the 
prior art. 

Claim 49 requires a computer readable program code means for obtaining 
current economic efficiency of a facility, inputting information on business transactions 
that effect economic variables and computing the economic efficiency of the facility with 
the proposed transaction leaving the remaining variables constant. This information is 
then displayed to an end user. The prior art article does not discuss computer readable 
program code means. The prior art article does not relate to proposed transactions and 
it further does not display any of this information to an end user. The prior art article 
referenced by the Examiner only shows a graph showing energy versus average 
production. Therefore, Claim 49 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

Claim 60 requires determining a desired operating speed, determining a current 
operating speed and adjusting directly with a control of machine drive the operating 
speed positive or negative based on the desired operating speed. The prior art article 
does not discuss a desired operating speed or a current operating speed. Further, the 
prior art article does not adjust directly the control of a machine drive, the operating 
speed positive or negative. If anything is taught by the prior art article, it is the use or 
non use of equipment such as steam showers. Therefore, Claim 60 is not anticipated or 
obvious over the prior art. 
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Regarding Claim 61, the claim requires means for determining a current 
operating speed and a desired operating speed and means for comparing the operating 
speed. The claim further requires adjusting directly by the control of the machine drive 
the current speed positive or negative. The prior art article does not teach any of these 
features. Therefore, Claim 61 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

As per Claims 3 and 35, Hoffman discloses determining said at least one 
economic variable is at least one of: a cost of manufacturing, at least one 
manufacturing inflow, and at least one manufacturing outflow (Fig. 3, Energy Cost/ton 
of production is equivalent to cost of manufacturing and Average Production is a 
function of manufacturing inflow and manufacturing outflow, such data is needed to 
plot the displayed graph). 

For the reasons stated above for Claim 1, Claim 3 is not anticipated or obvious 
over the prior art. 

Claim 35 requires a computer readable program code means for determining a 
desired operating speed. The prior art does not determine a desired operating speed. 
For these reasons and the reasons stated above for Claim 33, Claim 35 is not 
anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

As per Claims 4, 22, and 36, Hoffman discloses calculating the cost of 
manufacturing, the manufacturing inflow, and the manufacturing outflow at a plurality 
of potential speeds, and selecting the desired operating speed from the potential 
operating speeds (see rejection for Claim 3; Fig. 3, points on the graph). 
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Claim 4 requires calculating the cost based on a plurality of operating speeds and 
selecting the desired operating speed from the potential operating speed. The prior art 
article does not describe determining a plurality of potential operating speeds, it only 
discusses using the steam showers or not using the steam showers. Further, the prior 
art does not describe selecting the desired operating speed from the potential operating 
speed. For this reason and the reason stated above for Claim 1, Claim 4 is not 
anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

Claim 22 requires a means for determining a desired operating speed. The prior 
art article does not teach a means for determining a desired operating speed nor does 
figure 3 of the prior art article show any desired operating speeds. For this reason and 
the reason stated above for Claim 21, Claim 22 is not anticipated or obvious over the 
prior art. 

Claim 36 requires a means for determining a desired operating speed which 
includes a computer readable program code means. Claim 36 further requires that this 
be done at a plurality of potential operating speeds and that the desired operating 
speed is selected from the potential operating speeds. The prior art article does not 
teach a means for determining a desired operating speed, nor does it teach determining 
a plurality of potential operating speeds. For this reason and the reasons stated above 
for Claim 33, Claim 36 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

As per Claims 5, 24 and 37, Hoffman discloses calculating a marginal cost of 
manufacturing, a marginal manufacturing inflow, and a marginal manufacturing outflow 
at a plurality of marginal potential operating speeds and selecting the desired speed 
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from the marginal potential operating speeds and a prior desired operating speed (Fig. 
3, Marginal cost is expressed as a function of total cost and quantity - as graphed). 

Claim 5 requires determining a plurality of marginal potential operating speeds 
and selecting a desired operating speed from the marginal potential operating speed 
and prior desired operating speed. The prior art article does not teach calculating a 
marginal potential operating speeds, a desired operating speed and a prior desired 
operating speed. For this reason and the reason stated above for Claim 1, Claim 5 is 
not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

Claim 24 requires determining a plurality of marginal potential operating speeds 
and selecting a desired operating speed from the marginal potential operating speed 
and prior desired operating speed. The prior art article does not teach calculating a 
marginal potential operating speeds, a desired operating speed and a prior desired 
operating speed. For this reason and the reason stated above for Claim 21, Claim 24 is 
not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

Claim 37 requires determining a plurality of marginal potential operating speeds 
and selecting a desired operating speed from the marginal potential operating speed 
and achieving optimal operating speeds. The prior art article does not teach calculating 
a marginal potential operating speeds, a desired operating speed and achieving optimal 
operating speeds. For this reason and the reason stated above for Claim 33, Claim 37 
is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 
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As per Claims 6, 25, and 38, Hoffman discloses wherein the economic variable is 
cost of manufacturing, and the cost of manufacturing Includes ascertaining the 
correlation between operating speed and the cost of manufacturing (Fig. 3 - see curve). 

Claim 6 requires ascertaining the correlation between operating speed and the 
cost of manufacturing. Nowhere in the prior art does It teach correlating operating 
speed and the cost of manufacturing. The only correlation Is between energy and 
average production. For these reasons and the reasons stated above for Claim 1, Claim 
6 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

Claim 25 requires ascertaining the correlation between operating speed and the 
cost of manufacturing. Nowhere In the prior art does It teach correlating operating 
speed and the cost of manufacturing. The only correlation Is between energy and 
average production. For these reasons and the reasons stated above for Claim 21, 
Claim 25 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

Claim 38 requires ascertaining the correlation between operating speed and the 
cost of manufacturing. Nowhere in the prior art does it teach correlating operating 
speed and the cost of manufacturing. The only correlation is between energy and 
average production. For these reasons and the reasons stated above for Claim 33, 
Claim 38 Is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 
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As per Claims 7, 26, and 39, Hoffman discloses determining said cost of 
manufacturing by ascertaining a correlation between operating sped and at least one of 
the following: 

the per-unit cost of manufacturing inflows (per ton) and the usage of 
manufacturing inflows (Fig. 3, see curve). 

Claim 7 requires ascertaining a correlation between operating speed and either 
the per unit cost of manufacturing inflows and the usage of manufacturing inflows. 
Such correlation is not shown in Fig. 3 of the prior art article. For this reason and the 
reasons stated above for Claim 1, Claim 7 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior 
art. 

Claim 26 requires ascertaining a correlation between operating speed and either 
the per unit cost of manufacturing inflows and the usage of manufacturing inflows. 
Such correlation is not shown in Fig. 3 of the prior art article. For this reason and the 
reasons stated above for Claim 21, Claim 26 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior 
art. 

Claim 39 requires ascertaining a correlation between operating speed and either 
the per unit cost of manufacturing inflows and the usage of manufacturing inflows. 
Such correlation is not shown in Fig. 3 of the prior art article. For this reason and the 
reasons stated above for Claim 33, Claim 39 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior 
art. 

As per Claims 8 and 40, Hoffman discloses wherein the correlation between 
manufacturing cost and operating speed is ascertained by estimating the correlation 
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between manufacturing costs and operating speed of specific equipment or process in a 
continuous process manufactunng facility (Fig. 3, graph based on paper production 
facility data). 

Claim 8 requires determining the operating speed of specific equipment or a 
process in the manufacturing facility. This is not taught in the prior art article. For 
these reasons and the reasons stated above for Claim 1, Claim 8 is not anticipated or 
obvious over the prior art. 

Claim 40 requires determining the operating speed of specific equipment or a 
process in the manufacturing facility. This is not taught in the prior art article. For 
these reasons and the reasons stated above for Claim 33, Claim 40 is not anticipated or 
obvious over the prior art. 

As per Claims 9, 10, 41, and 42, Hoffman discloses wherein the correlation 
between manufacturing cost and operating speed for a machine is determined by 
including usage of manufacturing inflows associated with breaks; and wherein the 
correlation between manufacturing cost and operating speed for a machine is 
determined by including usage of manufacturing inflows associated with breaks (Fig. 3 
and Fig. 4, different graph lines indicate machine changes). 

Claim 9 requires that the correlation further include manufacturing inflows during 
one or more breaks and production that produces product of unacceptable quality. 
Although Claims 3 and 4 describe machine efficiency, this is based on energy which is 
used during breaks. It does not correlate things included regarding unacceptable 
quality, nor there is a correlation between the manufacturing costs and operating speed 
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with includes breal<s. For this reason and the reasons stated above for Claim 1, Claim 9 
is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

For the reasons stated above for Claim 7, Claim 10 is not anticipated or obvious 
over the prior art. 

Claim 41 requires that the correlation further include manufacturing inflows 
during one or more breaks and production that produces product of unacceptable 
quality. Although Claims 3 and 4 describe machine efficiency, this is based on energy 
which is used during breaks. It does not correlate things included regarding 
unacceptable quality, nor there is a correlation between the manufacturing costs and 
operating speed with includes breaks. For this reason and the reasons stated above for 
Claim 33, Claim 41 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

For the reasons stated above for Claim 37, Claim 42 is not anticipated or obvious 
over the prior art. 

As per Claims 11 and 43, Hoffman discloses wherein the correlation between 
manufacturing cost and operating speed is ascertained by establishing the correlation 
between manufacturing costs and operating speed of groups of at least one of 
equipment and processes in a manufacturing facility (Fig, 4, data based on cost of 
operating and production of a paper machine system). 

Claim 11 requires establishing a correlation between manufacturing cost and 
operating speed of groups of at least one of equipment and processes. The prior art 
article does not teach a correlation with regards to operating speed. For this reason 
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and the reason stated above for Claim 1, Claim 11 is not anticipated or obvious over the 
prior art. 

Claim 43 requires establishing a correlation between manufacturing cost and 
operating speed of groups of at least one of equipment and processes. The prior art 
article does not teach a correlation with regards to operating speed. For this reason 
and the reason stated above for Claim 33, Claim 43 is not anticipated or obvious over 
the prior art. 

As per Claims 12 and 44, Hoffman discloses wherein the purchase price of 
manufacturing inflows is assigned, from lowest to highest per-unit cost, to increasing 
levels of continuous process manufactunng facility's production (purpose of Fig. 1, 
graph). 

Claim 12 requires that the purchase price of manufacturing inflows is assigned 
from lowest to highest per unit cost. The Examiner points to Fig. 1 which shows a 
graph of profitability versus production rate. It does not assign a lowest to highest per 
unit cost to the purchase price of manufacturing inflows. For this reason and the 
reason stated above for Claim 1, Claim 12 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior 
art. 

Claim 44 requires that the purchase price of manufacturing inflows is assigned 
from lowest to highest per unit cost. The Examiner points to Fig. 1 which shows a 
graph of profitability versus production rate. It does not assign a lowest to highest per 
unit cost to the purchase price of manufacturing inflows. For this reason and the 
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reason stated above for Claim 44, Claim 12 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior 
art. 

As per Claims 13, 27, and 45, Hoffman discloses determining said manufacturing 
outflow by ascertaining a correlation between operating speed and sales of at least one 
of finished products and byproducts (Purpose of Fig. 1, graph). 

Claim 13 requires determining manufacturing outflow by ascertaining a 
correlation between operating speed and sales of at least one of finished products and 
byproducts. Fig. 1 shows a graph related to profitability vs. production rate. Nowhere 
in the prior art article is there a teaching regarding sales of finished products and by- 
products. Further, there is no teaching regarding a correlation between operating 
speed and finished products and byproducts. For this reason and the reasons stated 
above for Claim 1, Claim 13 is not anticipated or obvious. 

Claim 27 requires determining manufacturing outflow by ascertaining a 
correlation between operating speed and sales of at least one of finished products and 
byproducts. Fig. 1 shows a graph related to profitability vs. production rate. Nowhere 
in the prior art article is there a teaching regarding sales of finished products and by- 
products. Further, there is no teaching regarding a correlation between operating 
speed and finished products and byproducts. For this reason and the reasons stated 
above for Claim 21, Claim 27 is not anticipated or obvious. 

Claim 45 requires determining manufacturing outflow by ascertaining a 
correlation between operating speed and sales of at least one of finished products and 
byproducts. Fig. 1 shows a graph related to profitability vs. production rate. Nowhere 
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in the prior art article is there a teaching regarding sales of finished products and by- 
products. Further, there is no teaching regarding a correlation between operating 
speed and finished products and byproducts. For this reason and the reasons stated 
above for Claim 45, Claim 33 is not anticipated or obvious. 

As per Claims 14, 28, and 46, Hoffman discloses wherein the correlation between 
the operating speed and sales is ascertained by assigning a plurality of manufacturing 
outflows to at least one specific portion of the continuous process manufactumg 
facility's production (purpose of Fig. 1, graph). 

Claim 14 requires a correlation between operating speed and sales. No such 
correlation or teaching is shown regarding these two variables. For this reason and the 
reasons stated above for Claim 1, Claim 14 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior 
art. 

Claim 28 requires assigning different economic values of manufacturing outflow 
with specific portions of the manufacturing facilities production. The prior art does not 
teach assigning these values nor does it teach anything regarding the manufacturing 
facilities production. For these reasons and the reasons stated above for Claim 21, 
Claim 28 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 

Claim 46 requires assigning different economic values of manufacturing outflow 
with specific portions of the manufacturing facilities production. The prior art does not 
teach assigning these values nor does it teach anything regarding the manufacturing 
facilities production. For these reasons and the reasons stated above for Claim 33, 
Claim 46 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior art. 
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As per Claims 16, 29, and 48, Hoffman discloses wherein tlie manufacturing 
outflow is determined, from liighest to lowest per-unit economic value, for increasing 
levels of the continuous process manufBctunng facility's production (purpose of Fig. 1, 
graph; inflow and outflow are a component of production). 

Claim 16 requires that the manufacturing outflow be determined from highest to 
lowest per unit economic value. There is no such determination shown or taught by the 
prior art article, no such determination in shown in Fig. 1. For this reason and the 
reasons stated above for Claim 1, Claim 16 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior 
art. 

Claim 29 requires that the manufacturing outflow be determined from highest to 
lowest per unit economic value. There is no such determination shown or taught by the 
prior art article, no such determination in shown in Fig. 1. For this reason and the 
reasons stated above for Claim 21, Claim 29 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior 
art. 

Claim 48 requires that the manufacturing outflow be determined from highest to 
lowest per unit economic value. There is no such determination shown or taught by the 
prior art article, no such determination in shown in Fig. 1. For this reason and the 
reasons stated above for Claim 33, Claim 48 is not anticipated or obvious over the prior 
art. 

As per Claims 18, 31 and 50, Hoffman discloses wherein the operating speed of 
the continuous process manufactunng facility is dependent on at least one economic 
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variable, varies depending on tlie operating speed (Fig. 3, best machine efficiency, 
determinate of energy costs v. production). 

For the reasons stated above for Claim 17, Claim 18 Is not anticipated or obvious 
over the prior art. 

For the reasons stated above for Claim 30, Claim 31 is not anticipated or obvious 
over the prior art. 

For the reasons stated above for Claim 49, Claim 50 is not anticipated or obvious 
over the prior art. 

As per Claims 19, 32, and 51, Hoffman discloses wherein the transactions include 
at least one of purchase of inflows, sales out outflows, capital additions, capital 
subtractions, and changes to equipment (Fig. 1, net income). 

For the reasons stated above for Claim 17, Claim 19 is not anticipated or obvious 
over the prior art. 

For the reasons stated above for Claim 30, Claim 32 is not anticipated or obvious 
over the prior art. 

For the reasons stated above for Claim 49, Claim 51 is not anticipated or obvious 
over the prior art. 

As per Claim 20, Hoffman discloses wherein the business transactions are 
proposed business transactions. (Fig. 1, net income). 

Claim 20 requires that the business transactions are proposed business 
transactions. The article relates to actual use of additional steam and does not discuss 
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any proposed transactions. For these reasons and the reasons stated above for Claim 
17, Claim 20 is not anticipated or obvious. 

As per Claim 23, Hoffman discloses wherein the means for determining a desired 
operating speed comprises calculating the cost of manufacturing, the manufacturing 
inflow, and the manufacturing outflow (outflow minus inflow equals production) at a 
plurality of potential operating speeds (curve) and selecting the desired operating speed 
from the potential operating speeds (Fig. 3, best machine efficiency, determinant of 
energy costs vs. production, line points to optimal point). 

Claim 23 requires determining a desired operating speed by calculating the cost 
of manufacturing, the manufacturing inflow, and the manufacturing outflow at a 
plurality of potential operating speeds and selected the desired operating speeds. Fig. 
3 only shows energy versus average production at different efficiencies. Fig. 3 does not 
show the calculations regarding cost of manufacturing, manufacturing inflow and 
manufacturing outflow. Further, it does not show these calculations at a plurality of 
potential operating speeds. And further, it does not show selecting a desired operating 
speed from the potential operating speeds. For these reasons and the reasons stated 
above for Claim 21, Claim 23 is not anticipated or obvious. 

As per Claim 58, Hoffman discloses wherein said at least one economic factor is 
determined in real time (Fig. 3, data points equate to operational "real time" numbers). 

Claim 58 requires that the economic variable be determined in real time. There 
is no logical way that the graph in Fig. 3 can show real time numbers. The graph in 
Fig. 3 was plotted after taking the numbers with regards to the steam showers and 
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energy. Once these numbers were graphed, these numbers would change. Therefore, 
the numbers are not taken in real time. For this reason and the reasons stated above 
for Claim 1, Claim 58 is not anticipated or obvious. 

The Examiner has not given any reasons why Claim 34 is not allowable. 
Therefore, applicant believes that Claim 34 should have been allowed. 

The Examiner has not shown any reasons why Claims 62-71 are not allowable. 
Therefore, applicant believes these claims should have been allowed. 

Applicant has added new Claims 80-86. Claim 80 requires that the operating 
speed is based on current marginal cost since the prior art article does not discuss the 
operating speed being based on anything including marginal cost. Claim 80 should be 
allowable. 

Claim 81 requires that the operating speed is based on current manufacturing 
inflows since the prior art article does not discuss the operating speed being based on 
anything including manufacturing inflows. Claim 81 should be allowable. 

Claim 82 relates to the operating speed being based on finishing, inventorying 
and selling. None of these factors are described in the prior art article. Therefore, 
Claim 82 is allowable over the prior art. 

Claim 83 relates to the purchase of raw materials and sales of finished goods. 
Since the prior art article does not describe these factors. Claim 83 is allowable over the 
prior art. 

Claim 84 requires that the operating speed be based on price components. Since 
the prior art article does not teach this factor. Claim 84 is allowable over the prior art. 
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Claim 85 requires tlie control of the machine drive is by electronical connection 
to the equipment. The prior art article does not describe any control of any machine 
drive whatsoever. Therefore, Claim 85 is allowable over the prior art. 

Claim 86 requires that the operating speed be defined as output measured in 
tons per day or feet per second. This is not how it is defined in the prior art article. 
Therefore, Claim 86 is allowable over the prior art. 

During applicant's interview with the Examiner, the Examiner suggested that 
applicant produce evidence of non-obviousness. Enclosed are documents authored by 
Georgia Pacific ("GP"), one of the largest companies in the world. Enclosed is a 
September 23, 2000 article where Steve Macadam, the then executive vice president of 
Georgia Pacific stating how he "found" a low cost way of running its mills at a sweet 
spot that is less than full production. Obviously if Mr. Macadam found this and 
according to this did years of trials, to get this to work, this is not an obvious way of 
doing things especially based on the 1980 article of Mr. Hoffman which was in the 
public domain and known to all in the paper industry. In this article, Mr. Macadam 
further shows what the traditional or prior art view of running his paper machines was, 
versus the new marginal view shown in Mr. Hoffman's patent application. Also enclosed 
is a copy of a September 2000 article by Steve Macadam called the "Changing Market 
Discipline for Containerboard". In this article again, Mr. Macadam has stated that GP 
has "found" a new way of running their machines. Mr. Macadam shows a time line 
showing that prior to 1998, which is prior to Mr. Hoffman's patent application, GP ran 
to demand using downtime. From July of 1998 to December of 1999, GP used 
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slowback and needed testing at two facilities to show its value. Then from 2000 to 
date, GP adopted a variable operating strategy using marginal economics which is what 
was taught in Mr. Hoffman's patent application. Here in this article GP describes many 
of the marginal view economics including direct materials, energies and chemicals 
which GP turned to using in 2000. These same principals are taught and shown in the 
present patent application, and obviously were not taught in Mr. Hoffman's prior art 
article. 

Therefore, based on the fact that one of the largest companies in the world 
believed that the teachings discussed in Mr. Hoffman's patent application were new and 
not obvious, further, that this company discussed the long felt need for such an 
application, shows that the claims of the present application are not obvious over the 
prior art. 

Applicant believes that the application is in condition for allowance. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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3IIII1! Box Will 
Be Well-Traveled 

3M's "Box Around the Worid" will be visit- 
frig Sao Paulo, Brazil, Sydney. Austrafia, 
Tokyo, Japan, and other cities leading up 
to Pack Expo International The promotion 
will showcase 3M's packaging integrity 
and global capabilities, 

The Box Around the Worid gives the 
tar-fEaching members of our team a face," 
says Jim Stake, 'vice president for 3M*s 
Packaging Systems Division. "SM has op- 
erations In 62 countries and manufacturing 
faciTrties In more than 40/ 

Starting at te global headquarters in SI 
Paul, Mina, the box will be shipped to five 
of 3M's global subsidiaries. It will contain a 
digital camera, instructions, and stickers 
representing each country the box will 
"visit" At each international stop, the 3M 
subsidiary contact will take the box to a 
recognizable tourist destination or land- 
mark and photograph IL The box will then 
be reposed and sent to the next destina- 
tioa The final stop for the box will be Pack 
Expo 2000, November 5-9 in Chicago. The 
box and a photo diary of tiie journey will be 
displayed at 3M's Pack Expo booth, 
N-3470. 
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By Mark Apzopmaplan 

Editor in Chief " 

eorgia-Padfic has found a Icaw-cost 
way of luimingits containerboaid 
mills at a "sweet'qxit;' thafs l^s ' ' 
than fiill production, says Stephen ' 
Macadam, the company's senior 
vice president for oontainerboard and paci- ' 
aging. It's all about "slowbadc," he told' 
320 attendees at last week's 9th Interna^* • 
tional Containerboard Conference, spon-> 
sored hy Pulp aPapsr Week, in MiaiL* "^ 

Corrugator Production 
Average vs. Top 10 
MMSF/comigator — 

Up to 52% excess capacity in the industry 
based on productivrty alone 

1600- 




1200- 




Sourve: FBA 



MMSF per G-P's Top 10 
Corrugator MMSF per 
Corrugator 



.3 Tnansacted contamerboapd prices 



"WTERWATlOiyAL 

, j.?90fTA]NERBOARn 

* G-P's Macadam says his compahy w/ont 
need to add new containerboard capactty 
untM at least 2005. ' . -^v-^::,,.- * . 

*Slowt>ack" is funning board machines at 
slower speeds versus' taking'dcwntime dur- 
ing times of weak demand.- •■ 

Before July 1998,* G^P ran its board mill 
machines to deihand/using downtime 
when necessary,* just like its competitors 
would. But that resulted in high costs con- 
nected with shutdown and startup cydes, 
a negative irr5>act on enqjloyeemoiale; and 
a significant risk of equipment damage. 

Starting in July 1998 (and throu^ last 
December), it ran these machines to de- 
mand but used slowback rather than 
downtime. Trials at its in Cedar 
Continued on page 4 
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Get a Pacesetter 

Dont be strung 
out by your i 
set-up computer. 
Set-up controls 
are an we do. 
Whether you ' 
have Langston. 
Ward. United. 
Martin or any 
other FFG or 
RDC we have 
the nnost cost 
• effective fix, , 
upgrade or 
replacement 
for you. 

(800) 462-8660 

fex; (856) 768-5649 
emaiL sales@imcbox.com 
www.imcbox,com 
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Teter h^'ti&^^t preds^&e ReconditionSg 
process available to the corrugated industry. 

Toll free 1-888-468-3837 

Weguaranteetosave7Duainimmimof50% on your knife 
cost and give you a Better Than Ncwcutting edge! 

If it cuts or slots corrugated — we recondition it 

Send a box of bad knives to us by UPS. 

You will be pleased with the results. 

Tcler Machine Products 

27565 May Street 
Edwardsburg, MicEgan 49 1 12 
616-663-8550 • Fax 616-663-2389 
Visit our website at www.tetermachine.com 



Coridriued pxjm page 1 

Springs, Ga., and Monticello. Miss., proved cost savings were p 
sible. The move was enthusiastically supported by employe 
and savmgs were found in unexpeaed areas. Macadam jtaL 
"Slowbadc has been very positively received by emplovees 
an alternative to shutdown, but you have to communicat^ cor 
mumcate, oommunicatE,- he states. Tou also have to aflow eiiou< 
tme for planning. Slowbadc needs to be punued as an aggressi' 
cost-cutting and risk-taking improvement opportunity » 
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A key dnver h the contaherboaid Industry has been and wiD confinue to 
be consoRdation, says Pete Dages, vice president and general manager 
Smurfit-StDne Container Corp. Along with Rob Jan Renders, president, cofr 
tamerboard, SCA, he parfidpaled inafreewheenng conversaf on aboutln- 
dustry problems wffli Paul Kangas of the Nightly Business Report at the 9th 
International Containerboard Conference in Miami last week. Dages adds 
that the industry's current mm system has to be optmlzed by taking out 
older operations. 

Turning to competition from plastics, both Dages and Renders agree 

flat abouti percent market share has been lostto plastic crates butstress 
that the key determining factor In whether ornot a box buyer decides to 

use plastic or corrugated containers is the tofa/cosfof the solution. 
When Kangas brought up the industry's poor stock pertbmiance, both 

executives agreed that overthe past20yeais the industry has larely eanied 
its cost of capital 

"We need to have sustainable earnings, not justfbr a fewyears," sa/s 
Dages. "The market doesnl believe that cunent earnings wiD last Imrestors 
took at historical performance, so doing it is the key, not tafliig about It" 



Macadam says the incremental ton has no value. The mill 
needs to ensure that employees understand if s OK to eliminate 
costly redundancies like working overtime to finish repain and 
running equipment that could be idled. 

But he stresses that slcwback is no miracle cure. It will fail if 
there's a lack of commitment from the top to the bottom of the 
organization. 

-Some of tile benefits of slowbadc can remain [after madiines 
start running fuD tilt again], if the slowbadc view is retained and miD 
management makes every effort to reinforce the benefits," he adds. 

WHY ADD CAPACmf?-With afl this talk about slowing ma- 
chines down, is it safe to assume that G-P won't soon be adding 
any greenfield capadty to its operations? Yes. When the intact 
on other G-P facilities is considered, new gieenfield capadty does- 
n't return its cost of capital, Macadam reports. He adds that his 
company won't need new board capadty until at least 2005. 

Continued an pc^ 8 
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Cantmtjedfivmpc^4 

^^T"^ the most apM-dsZ? 

piHi^ proceeded to detail how h«ni>,T, 

Skills needed to sucassf„||, „a„,ge a mill change 

I Tradftional View | [ 

' Average cost for 
direct materials, energy, 
chemicals, etc. 

• Fixed and variable cost/ton 

• Sales opportunrties 
compared to average cost 

» Maximizing throughput 

» Investing capital 

to "debottleneck" mill 
' Building inventory 
if necessary 
Pursuing orders 
to "keep machines full" 




Board Markets 



• Incremental cost for 
direct materials, energy, 
chemicals, etc 

• Rxed and variable cost 
on a total 5 basis 

• Sales opportunities com- 
pared to incremental cost 

• Running to mill 
optimum cost level 

• Capital focused on direct 
and total $ cost reduction 

• Running to mari<et demand 
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Stephen Macadam 
The Changing Market Discipline for Containerboard 
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